In Ohio, while state officials leased the state-run liquor system to a private economic development corporation, that agreement could be changed or overridden by the state legislature at any time. 4 Only in the State of Washington ("Washington") have liquor privatization advocates seen real success. 5 Initiative 1183 ("I-1183")-a citizen-proposed ballot initiative approved on November 8, 2011 by almost 59 percent of Washington voters 6 and subsequently upheld by the Washington Supreme Court 7 -privatized the State's monopoly on the distribution and sale of spirits. On June 1, 2012, private entities holding stateissued spirits retail licenses were authorized to begin operations. 8 Since that date, the people of Washington have experienced the benefits, and a few drawbacks, of liquor privatization. On the positive side, consumer convenience and access have prevailed, as Washington consumers can now purchase alcoholic beverages at supermarkets and other large retail outlets alongside their usual grocery purchases. 9 State and local government treasuries have also come out ahead: One year after privatization, state officials expected to "collect around 37 percent more from liquor taxes and fees in this current fiscal year compared to the final year under state control." 10 However, free-market systems will naturally be accompanied by some challenges and difficulties. In Washington, for example, " 11 Small liquor stores in Washington have had a difficult time competing against large retailers and paying the license fees brought about by I-1183. 12 Finally, and most unfortunately, hundreds of former state-store employees remained unemployed almost a year after privatization. 13 This Note argues that Washington's experience with I-1183 provides several important lessons to citizens and legislators in other states seeking to reform or privatize state-run liquor systems. First, this note briefly discusses the origins of Washington's state-run liquor system, a key lawsuit against the Washington State Liquor Control Board ("WSLCB"), and two privatization initiatives that failed at the ballot box in 2010. Second, this Note examines the I-1183 campaign, its key provisions, and the Washington Supreme Court's decision to uphold its constitutionality. Third, this note examines the transition to a privatized system following the voters' ratification of I-1183, including regulatory and legislative action(s) mandated by, or taken because of, the initiative itself. Finally, this Note offers several recommendations to privatization advocates for crafting initiatives or legislation drawing on the successes of I-1183 while avoiding some of its failures and disappointments.
II. I-1183

A. Washington's State-Run Liquor System and Failed
Privatization Attempts 1. The End of the "Noble Experiment" 14 The story of I-1183 begins with the Twenty-First Amendment to the United States Constitution, 15 which went into effect upon ratification by state conventions in three-quarters of the states, the only Amendment ratified in such a manner. 16 While Section 1 of the Twenty-First Amendment ended Prohibition by repealing the Eighteenth Amendment, Section 2 17 "explicitly gave the states power to regulate alcohol distribution,"
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18 possibly in response to the "failure of the federal government and the [Supreme] Court to deal with its regulation in a satisfactory manner." 19 Prohibition opponents hoped that by granting the states power to regulate the distribution and sale of alcohol, 20 states would be well suited to combat organized crime that had flourished during Prohibition, while raising revenues at the height of the Great Depression. 21 After Prohibition, states passed legislation that created either a complete staterun monopoly over the distribution and sale of liquor, or a "three-tier" system. 22 Under the "three-tier" system, "producers are required to sell alcoholic beverages to wholesale distributors who in turn may sell to retail stores," and "[p]articipants at each level must secure a state license." 23 The objective of such a system is to "keep manufacturing, wholesale, and retail interests segregated, preventing tiedhouse practices and the environment that bred social discord in the pre-Prohibition era."
24 "Tied-house practices" were those by which "large manufacturers and distillers [were] able to control the entire distribution process from production 16 25 While the Twenty-First Amendment permanently ended the "Noble Experiment" of Prohibition, its ratification eventually brought about fifty mini-"experiments," as each state developed a unique system to maintain varying degrees of control over the distribution and sale of liquor.
2. Washington's "Three-Tier" System Before I-1183
After ratification of the Twenty-First Amendment, the Washington legislature created its version of the "three-tier" system with the Steele Act, by which "the State retained exclusive control over the sale of packaged spirits through state and contract stores, but regulated the sale of beer and wine through a three-tier system that separates manufacturers from retailers. 32 The trial court ruled largely in favor of Costco. 33 On appeal, the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit held that only the "scheme of requiring the posting of wholesale prices and adherence to those prices for at least [thirty] days is a hybrid restraint of trade, subject to preemption by the Sherman Act." 34 The court also noted: "The central warehousing ban may well be inefficient and it may decrease competition, but [Washington] , through its officials, has opted for such inefficiency. Relief from such choices is properly achieved not through Sherman Act preemption, but through political will."
35 Essentially, the Ninth Circuit told Costco that if it did not like Washington's state-run liquor system, it had to find a way to change it through the political process.
Washington's Citizen-Led Initiative Process
The Washington Constitution reserves to the people "the power to propose bills, laws, and to enact or reject the same at the polls, independent of the legislature [and] (1) The following state restraints are preempted by the federal Sherman Act and are not shielded by the Twenty-first Amendment: (a) Policies that require beer and wine distributors and manufacturers to "post" their prices with the state and to "hold" those prices for a full month; (b) Policies that require beer and wine distributors to charge uniform prices to all retailers; (c) Prohibitions on selling beer and wine to retailers on credit; (d) Prohibitions on volume discounts for beer and wine; (e) Policies that require beer and wine distributors to charge the same "delivered" price to all retailers, regardless of the actual delivery costs; (f) Prohibitions on central warehousing of beer and wine by retailers; and (g) Policies that require a 10% minimum mark-up on sales of beer and wine . . . from distributors to retailers. 36 To exercise this power, a citizen or group of citizens must submit a petition that includes the "full text of the measure so proposed" accompanied by a number of signatures equal to "eight percent of the votes cast for the office of governor at the last gubernatorial election preceding the initial filing of the text of the initiative measure with the secretary of state."
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Initiative measures may be submitted directly to the people or to the legislature, and in either case, they "must be filed with the [state] secretary of state within ten months prior to the election at which they are to be submitted." 38 Washington is one of only twenty-four states that provides for a citizen-led initiative process. Failing to overturn Washington's "three-tier" system through litigation, Costco, and its allies turned to the aforementioned initiative process. In 2010, Costco was the principal sponsor of I-1100, 40 which would have closed all state liquor stores and shut down the state's spirits distribution system; created a "general liquor retailer's license" that "would allow the license holder to sell spirits, beer, and wine at retail"; and reduced state revenues by $76 million to $85 million and local revenues by $180 million to $192 million. 41 On November 2, 2010, fifty-three percent of Washington voters rejected I-1100. 42 I-1100's opponents-including beer distributors, manufacturers, and unions for state liquor workers-raised $9.1 million to defeat it, more than the supporting campaigns for both I-1100 and its companion privatization measure (I-1105) combined. [d] existing taxes on the retail sale of spirits"; created a "spirits retailer license"; and established "a three-tier system for the spirits industry"-actions collectively predicted to decrease state revenues by $486 million to $520 million and local revenues by $205 million to $210 million over five fiscal years. 45 Sixtyfive percent of voters rejected I-1105. 46 Whether because of the text of I-1100 and I-1105 themselves, the dramatic decline in funding for state and local governments they would bring about, 47 the make-up of the electorate, or the failures of privatization advocates in financing their campaigns, hope for liquor privatization in Washington seemed dim after the November 2010 elections. 47 See Wash. Ass'n for Substance Abuse & Violence Prevention v. State, 278 P.3d 632, 649 (Wash. 2012) ("I-1183 was designed to address the primary concerns that its supporters felt had impeded prior attempts to reform Washington's liquor laws, such as maintaining tax levels and revenue streams . . . for related public health and safety efforts . . . and limiting the number and type of retail outlets that would sell spirits. . . ."). I-1183 introduced monumental changes to Washington's state-run liquor system, with many of its provisions benefitting the large grocery retailers that financed the campaign to secure its ratification. The opening sentences of the sixtypage measure declared:
B. The Campaign for I-1183 and Key Provisions of the Initiative
The people of the state of Washington . . . find that the state government monopoly on liquor distribution and liquor stores . . . and the state government regulations that arbitrarily restrict the wholesale distribution and pricing of wine are outdated, inefficient, and costly to local taxpayers, consumers, distributors, and retailers. 55 This Note highlights four key provisions: (1) the closure and auctioning-off of state liquor stores; (2) the creation of a spirits retail license; (3) the creation of a spirits distributor license; and (4) the measure's revenue-raising provisions.
First, I-1183 mandated that the WSLCB close all state liquor stores by June 1, 2012 and "sell by auction open to the public the right at each state-owned store location of a spirits retail licensee to operate a liquor store upon the premises." 56 Second, I-1183 created a spirits retail license to allow the sale of such spirits for off-premises consumption, though the new license could only be issued to those with premises "comprising at least ten thousand square feet of fully enclosed retail 52 McKenna, supra note 27. 53 Id. 57 This particular language had the dual effect of: (1) giving retailers with larger stores an explicit advantage in securing a retail spirits license; and (2) preventing gas stations, convenience stores and other small retail locations from securing a license. Spirits retail license holders are required to pay a "license issuance fee equivalent to [17] percent of all spirits sales revenues under the license," in addition to an annual renewal fee. 58 On the enforcement side, license holders are required to develop and implement an employee-training program on the sale of alcohol. 59 In addition, I-1183 doubled penalties "relating to fines and suspensions . . . for violations relating to the sale of spirits by retail spirits licensees" and required the WSLCB to develop a responsible vendor program to reduce underage drinking and prevent the sale of alcohol to minors.
60 Some estimated that under I-1183, the new spirits retail license would produce 1,428 licensed liquor retailers. 61 Third, I-1183 created a spirits distributor license to "sell spirits purchased from manufacturers, distillers, or suppliers . . . to spirits retailers. . . ."
62 Holders of spirits distributor licenses are required to pay: "in each of the first two years of licensure, [10] percent of total revenue from all the licensee's sales of spirits made during the year for which the fee is due;" in the third year and for all years thereafter, license holders are only required to pay 5 percent of "total revenue from the licensee's sales of spirits made during the year for which the fee is due."
63 By March 31, 2013, if spirits distributor licensees had not collectively paid $150 million in license fees, those holding such licenses would be required to make up the difference to the state. 64 This particular provision became the subject of 57 Finally, in addition to a number of technical changes and specifications with respect to the acquisition and maintenance of the types of licenses specified in the measure, I-1183 reiterated Washington's liquor tax provisions. 66 However, while I-1183 explicitly states, "This act does not increase any tax, create any new tax, or eliminate any tax," 67 Washington's liquor taxes were (and still are) quite high. The state taxes both the retail sale of liquor to consumers (with taxes calculated both at a percentage of the sale price and by liter) and the sale of liquor from a distributor to restaurants and bars that then sell liquor to consumers. 68 Consequently, when revenue from new spirits retail and spirits distributor licenses were added to existing liquor taxes, I-1183's "fiscal impact statement" predicted an increase in state revenues of $216 to $253 million and a predicted increase in local revenues of $186 million to $227 million over six years, in addition to predicted revenue of $28.4 million from the one-time sale of the state's sole liquor distribution facility.
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Unlike I-1100 and I-1105-both of which would have resulted in a net revenue loss to state and local governments-I-1183 was designed to guarantee that state and local governments would see significant revenue increases. 
Constitutionality of I-1183
Because liquor privatization opponents lost at the ballot box in November 2011, the only way to stop I-1183 was to petition the courts to strike it down as a violation of Washington's Constitution. 71 Though Washington citizens are granted power to propose legislation, as discussed above, they nevertheless "exercise the same power of sovereignty as the Legislature when it enacts a statute." 72 Id. Consequently, citizen-proposed initiatives are bound by the same constitutional constraints on legislation as the legislature, including the Washington Constitution's requirement that, "No bill shall embrace more than one subject, and that shall be expressed in the title." 73 In addition, state law provides that the "ballot title for an initiative to the people" must consist of: "(a) [a] statement of the subject of the measure; (b) a concise description of the measure; and (c) a question in the form prescribed in this section for the ballot measure in question." 74 Consequently, "even if an initiative is approved by a majority of voters, it will be struck down if it violates Washington's constitution." 75 It was under the so-called "single-subject" rule that the plaintiffs-appellants, the Washington Association for Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention, brought suit against Washington, with I-1183 supporters Costco, the Washington Restaurant Association, the Northwest Grocery Association, Safeway, and Kroger intervening in the case.
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In analyzing whether I-1183 violated the "single-subject" rule, the Washington Supreme Court first asked whether the title is general or restrictive, and second, if the title is general, whether there is "some 'rational unity' between the general subject and the incidental subdivisions."
77 Plaintiffs-appellants' first argument was that "the challenged provisions [specifically, I-1183's public safety funding provisions] lack rational unity with the general topic-which they characterize as 'liquor privatization'-and with one another." 78 The court dismissed this argument, finding that the inclusion of public safety expenditures is rationally related to liquor-related legislation.
79 Plaintiffs-appellants' second argument against I-1183 was that the "privatization of the distribution and sale of spirits is not germane to its deregulation of the private distribution of wine," which the court dismissed because "spirits and wine share the common distinction of being liquor and have been governed as such by the same act for decades." the ballot title are actually taxes and that I-1183 violates the subject-in-title rule because the title does not notify voters that the charges imposed are taxes." 81 The court dismissed this argument as well, noting that it was not about to "void a law duly enacted by voters based upon 'the technical significance of a word, where it can hardly be contended that anyone was likely to be deceived.'" 82 After years of effort and numerous failures by privatization advocates to change Washington's state-run liquor system, voters approved-and the courts upheld as constitutionala liquor privatization initiative.
C. The Transition to a Free-Market System of Liquor
Distribution and Retail Sale
I-1183 Transition and Effects
The transition to a free-market system began the moment Washington voters approved I-1183. Since that date, while the WSLCB has taken the lead in interpreting and implementing I-1183, 83 the Washington legislature has twice stepped in (as of March, 2014) to address some of the initiative's key provisions. 84 While later sections of this Note discuss some I-1183-related regulatory and legislative activity, this section discusses some of the effects of I-1183 and its transition on state finances, consumers, businesses, and stakeholders in the privatized liquor distribution and sale system.
Recognizing some of the concerns behind the failed I-1100 and I-1105, which would have dramatically decreased state and local revenues, I-1183 "was written to insure that the state came out ahead, and it did." 85 One year after it went into full effect on June 1, 2012, "the state expect[ed] to collect around 37 percent more from liquor taxes and fees in this current fiscal year compared to the final year under state control," 86 with anticipated revenue for fiscal year 2013 expected at $425 million (including one-time gains such as those from the sale of the state's liquor 81 Id. at 643. 82 87 The increase in state liquor revenues stemmed largely from the explosion in the number of liquor stores, from roughly three hundred thirty state-run or state-contracted liquor stores before I-1183 to fourteen hundred spirits retailers after. 88 Despite the dramatic increase in the number of liquor retailers, liquor consumption rose only 1.5 percent in the first year of privatization, as measured by an increase in "state-taxed sales of liquor, including bars and restaurants."
89 While I-1183's opponents often predicted that more minors would be able to illegally purchase alcohol in a privatized system, WSLCB inspectors found that compliance rates during the first year of privatization stood at 92 percent, a slight drop from 94 percent in the last year under state control. 90 Fortunately, the number of driving under the influence ("DUI") collisions has dropped from 2,576 during the 2011-2012 period (the last under state control) to 2,347 during the 2012-2013 period, and DUI arrests dropped from 21,577 to 19,703 during the same period.
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While I-1183 has been a boon to the state's finances and public health and safety goals, the transition has been rockier for consumers and many small business owners. In the final days and weeks of the state-run system, many state-owned and state-contracted liquor stores simply closed early or drastically reduced their inventories.
92 Despite a dramatic increase in convenience and choice, some consumers faced slightly higher prices once the privatized system came into full force: "The average retail price per liter sold, including tax, was $23. 87 Small businesses operating former state-run and state-contracted liquor stores under rights sold at auction have faced significant challenges in the new freemarket system-an unsurprising turn of events considering that large grocery retailers such as Costco led the charge to ratify I-1183. While some have dismissed the adverse effects on small businesses as natural consequences of a free-market system, 95 over twenty small liquor stores were "in danger of losing their licenses for failing to pay the required taxes and fees" at the end of 2013, mainly due to their inability to compete with large grocery stores that can offer volume discounts and greater selection. 
WSLCB Regulatory Actions and Litigation
Before I-1183, state law gave the WSLCB broad discretion to promulgate a variety of regulations pertaining to the manufacture, distribution, and sale of liquor.
99 Though I-1183 greatly limited the powers of the WSLCB with respect to the distribution and retail sale of spirits, the WSLCB was nevertheless given wide latitude to implement the initiative. 100 Since ratification of I-1183, the WSLCB has promulgated numerous regulations addressing the distribution and sale of liquor. 101 However, this section discusses only two regulations that directly implicate the text of I-1183 and resulted in litigation over the WSLCB's implementation of its provisions: clarification over the payment of the shortfall in the fund created from spirits distributors' license fees and the interpretation of the twenty-four liter per transaction limitation in the spirits retail license provision.
First, as discussed above, I-1183 contains a provision specifying that by March 31, 2013, all holders of spirits distributor licenses must collectively pay $150 million in license fees, and the holders of spirits distributor licenses must make up any shortfall. 102 The provision did not specify how the shortfall was to be allocated among license holders, aside from being "allocated among persons holding spirits distributor licenses . . . ratably according to their spirits sales made during calendar year 2012." 103 The WSLCB promulgated a final regulation requiring that each licensee's payment will be its "proportionate share of the remaining liability . . . calculated by dividing the total dollar amount of sales made by each distributor licensee by the total spirits sales made by each spirits distributor licensee by the total spirits sales made by all spirits distributor licensees combined." 104 to-retail" distillers are considered to be "operating as distributors" 106 for purposes of paying the spirits distributor license fee, 107 only those actually "holding a spirits distributor license" would be required to contribute to the shortfall within the aforementioned regulatory language.
108 A Washington trial court judge ruled in favor of the WSLCB and against the distributors who brought suit challenging the regulation addressing payment of the shortfall as "arbitrary." 109 Second, under I-1183, holders of spirits retail licenses are authorized to "[s]ell spirits in original containers to consumers for consumption off the licensed premises and to permit holders; sell spirits in original containers to retailers licensed to sell spirits for consumption on the premises, for resale at their licensed premises, . . . although no single sale may exceed twenty-four liters. . . ."
110 When the WSLCB promulgated regulations implementing the spirits retail license, however, it interpreted "no single sale may exceed twenty-four liters" to mean: "no single sale may exceed twenty-four liters, and single sales to an on-premises licensee are limited to one per day."
111 The Washington Restaurant Association, the Northwest Grocery Association, and Costco challenged this regulation, claiming that it essentially forces "the high-volume restaurant and bar trade to distributors" rather than to holders of spirits retail licenses, such as Costco. 112 A Washington trial court judge declared the rule invalid, noting that "I-1183 included no temporal restriction on sales between retailers" and concluding that "the additional 'per day' 107 WASH. ADMIN. CODE § 314-28-070 (2012) (requiring spirits and craft distillers to pay "ten percent of their gross spirits revenue to the board . . . during the first two years of licensure and five percent of their gross spirits revenues to the board in year three and thereafter," the same is expected of spirits distributor licensees according to I-1183); see also WASH. ADMIN. CODE § 314-28-080 (2013) ("Failure of a distillery or craft distiller to submit its monthly reports and payment to the board as required . . . will be sufficient grounds for the board to suspend or revoke the liquor license."). Second, the legislature made a minor change to I-1183's spirits distributor license with Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 5644, which extended the period of time in which the license fee was equal to "[10] percent of the total revenue from all the licensee's sales of spirits," from two years to twenty seven months. 119 In addition, the legislature reduced the period during which the fee was equal to " [5] percent of the total revenue from all the licensee's sales of spirits" from three years to twenty-eight months and "in each month thereafter." 120 The Final Bill Report does not indicate the rationale behind such a change. 121 Notably, earlier versions of this bill would have legislatively overridden the WSLCB's regulation limiting a spirits retailer's sales to bars and restaurants to twenty-four liters per day, but such a provision was removed later in the legislative process.
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III. LEARNING FROM I-1183: LESSONS FOR OTHER CITIZEN ADVOCATES AND LEGISLATORS SEEKING TO REFORM OR PRIVATIZE STATE-RUN LIQUOR SYSTEMS
Any attempt to draw conclusions about a piece of legislation, or to make recommendations based upon legislation in effect for only two years, will always be preliminary. Nevertheless, Washington's experience with liquor privatization is instructive for both private citizens and state legislators. This section attempts to evaluate I-1183 and liquor privatization in Washington by demonstrating several lessons concerning what has and has not worked well and by making recommendations on how I-1183's key provisions could, or should, be emulated, modified, or rejected.
A. I-1183's Successes
First, without question, the greatest success of I-1183 is that state and local governments in Washington have benefited greatly under a privatized system, as demonstrated above. To budget-conscious state legislators and citizens fearful of losing a valuable and stable revenue stream, Washington's experience has demonstrated that a privatized liquor system need not be equated with a loss of revenue, nor must it be accompanied by higher taxes. It is, therefore, strongly recommended that other liquor privatization legislation or initiatives emulate the revenue-raising provisions of I-1183 or otherwise attempt to ensure that state revenues under a privatized system are neither higher nor lower than under state control.
Second, in Washington, liquor privatization in general and I-1183 in particular have led to a dramatic increase in consumer convenience and access. Washington consumers who shop at large grocery stores or other large retail chains can now purchase spirits, beer, wine, and other alcoholic beverages in one location. From a consumer's perspective, increased convenience is quite possibly the single most attractive benefit of a privatized liquor system. Third, the citizen-led initiative model of liquor privatization used to ratify I-1183 can be regarded as a significant success. Such a process permitted citizen advocates and industry groups to take control of the legislative process themselves rather than haggling with legislators and waiting for action from a wide variety of legislative and administrative bodies, committees, and panels. Privatization advocates in the twenty-three other states that permit citizen-led initiatives should, therefore, strongly consider this route over the traditional legislative process. However, those in states that do not permit citizen-led initiatives can also learn from I-1183, which demonstrates the importance of focusing on liquor privatization legislation as a separate issue with its own challenges and opportunities.
Fourth, and closely tied to the previous point, is the importance of having a dedicated group of privatization supporters with deep pockets, be they individuals, businesses, or industry groups that will have a stake in a privatized system. The importance of the multi-million dollar contributions of Costco and its allies to the ratification of I-1183 cannot be understated. Without such a significant stream of pro-privatization funds, the initiative probably would not have succeeded at the ballot box. Therefore, it is recommended that potential stakeholders commit both philosophically and financially to passing privatization initiatives or legislation.
Finally, I-1183's commitment to ensuring that public health and safety needs would be more than satisfied under a privatized system should be emulated by other privatization initiatives and legislation. As demonstrated above, I-1183 contained a number of provisions designed to ensure that spirits retail licensees would be subjected to strict enforcement guidelines and regulations. The effectiveness of I-1183's enforcement provisions is most strongly demonstrated by the fact that DUI-related collisions and arrests and compliance rates in preventing the sale of liquor to minors have remained largely unchanged post-privatization. Therefore, it is recommended that privatization initiatives and legislation be crafted to ensure that public health and safety needs will be adequately funded and that 
B. I-1183's Failures and Disappointments
First, while Washington's citizen-led initiative process and the proprivatization funding stream available to ratify I-1183 were two of its greatest assets, they were a double-edged sword. They allowed those who stood to benefit under a privatized system, like Costco, to draft an initiative favorable to their interests and contrary to the interests of their competitors. As demonstrated above, small liquor stores are struggling immensely under Washington's privatized system. While a citizen-led initiative process is quite susceptible to the influence of large businesses and industry groups that stand to benefit under a privatized system, the traditional legislative process allows for a multitude of voices and ideas in support of (or against) privatization, which may produce privatization legislation that is more reflective of the needs of all current and future stakeholders.
Therefore, it is recommended that privatization advocates make considerable efforts to ensure that businesses of all sizes have at least the opportunity to profit under a privatized system. For example, while privatization advocates may consider establishing a minimum retail space requirement for spirits retail licensees, they may want to choose a requirement more reflective of the size of potential liquor retailers in their state. In addition, they may want to consider a "progressive" system of license fees, where larger liquor retailers pay a higher license fee than smaller liquor retailers.
Second, I-1183 seems to have disregarded one key group: state liquor store employees for whom privatization means immediate unemployment. The continuing high unemployment rate among former state liquor store employees in Washington, and the corresponding drain on state finances through the provision of unemployment benefits, demonstrates this unfortunate consequence of privatization. Therefore, it is recommended that privatization advocates consider provisions designed to encourage the hiring of former state-store employees by private liquor stores, such as tax credits and other financial incentives. Advocates could also consider provisions that allow for the creation of an employee "bank" of former state liquor store employees to be offered as a first resource to private employers looking to serve new liquor customers by hiring knowledgeable and experienced liquor salespersons. This employee bank could also categorize former state-store employees by skillset, knowledge base, or geographic area, in an effort to best satisfy the employers' staffing and hiring needs.
Third, I-1183 blurred the distinction between "raising taxes," which it technically did not do, and "raising revenue," which it did do through the new spirits retail and spirits distributor license fees. Consequentially, Washington citizens voted for an initiative that they were told did not raise taxes but did raise revenues in a way that consumers would, and did, see when they began shopping for liquor in the privatized system. Therefore, it is recommended that privatization advocates take great care to educate consumers about the costs of privatization and make a full and fair disclosure to the public about any revenue-raising provisions in the initiative or legislation. Privatization advocates should also ensure that while the state should not suffer financially under privatization, it probably should not incur a financial "windfall" at the consumer's expense. One option to consider would be lowering spirits retail and distributor license fees to a balanced level that allows for continuing state revenues while minimizing the costs that will be passed on to consumers at the liquor store checkout counter.
Finally, citizens and legislatures should take great care to draft privatization initiatives and legislation that establish realistic financial goals and set forth key provisions in careful, precise, and consistent language. While the drafters of I-1183 were undoubtedly attempting to provide the state with some level of assured revenue with the $150 million spirits distributor license fee fund, the fact that collective payments by spirits distributors fell over $100 million short indicates that the financial goal was unrealistic from the outset. In addition, Washington's experience with the sometimes unclear language of I-1183, such as the meaning of "no single sale may exceed twenty-four liters," demonstrates the importance of careful drafting. If the drafters of similar provisions in future privatization initiatives and legislation actually intend, for example, to limit a single sale by spirits retailers to twenty four liters per day, they must say so explicitly. Drafters must also keep in mind that a change in meaning of certain key phrases may have a dramatic influence on the entire privatized system: While limiting sales by spirits retailers to twenty four liters per day may encourage restaurants and bars to patronize spirits distributors instead of spirits retailers, limiting sales by spirits retailers to only twenty four liters per transaction may encourage bars and restaurants to patronize spirits retailers over spirits distributors. With respect to key provisions in any piece of legislation, clarity and linguistic precision matters.
IV. CONCLUSION
While I-1183 is an imperfect piece of legislation that produced an imperfect privatized liquor system, it nevertheless has been a success for the reasons mentioned above. Consumers, most private businesses, and state and local governments have all come out ahead in Washington. Citizen advocates and state legislators should pay close attention to Washington's experience with I-1183, emulating its successes while avoiding some or all of its failures and disappointments. By privatizing its state-run liquor system at a time when other states have been overwhelmingly unsuccessful in doing so, Washington has embarked on a "Noble Experiment" for the Twenty-First Century. It has demonstrated that large-scale privatization of an antiquated state-run liquor
